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The National Follow Through program funds’i9 models that attempt to prowde a varlety

~ D

of approaches to teachmg chlldren from oconommauy dlsadvantaged homeés: Four of

4

research and deve@opment approach as,'{programmatnc *in nature.

5
o

L
'

Such institutions argue that they employ & unigue approach when it comes to large-scale

program development. Richard Schutz sa1d 1t well when writing about institutions such

), “

as' his owni: _ , I " , , - i
. . . v - . y
. ¥ . N . X : . -
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Programmatic r & d in education is sustained, cumulative, analytic \
and empirical inquiry addressing matt ersx 51gmflcant mterest to .
the educational profession and its constituent publics. Organizations ‘
engaged in such work have sufficient scale and duration to be able to

denionstrate xdentlflable effects of their work (Schutz; 1978). I

s -
~ -
L . ¢

Most instructional r & d efforts of the magmtude of the varlous Follow Through models

> .
L

undoubtedly are prog’rammatlc in nature. That 1s, thev are ™. .. long—term, systematlc
efforts to déVélop, tégt, and dlSSémlhété lthVﬁtlth téi‘gétéd at~ Spélelc po'p’ulatnon’s and

problems" (Datta, 1980). . . -

Biit the. orgamzatlonal characterlstlcs oﬂ varlous sponsors‘ host .nstltutlons vary greatly

-
i

@

¥ ‘

And these differences probably mfluence the programmatlc nature of thelr r&d " .‘

n : ,
endeavors.. I“ other words, we assume that a wide variety of institutions and agenclé? ) '

have the fiscal and managerial capablhty to house a proo'rammatlc r & d effort. 'VIany

Wl .

couéges of education, for example, could oncourage a group of faculty in thelr

'progran}matxc r & d efforts. But we beheve thlS relatlonshlp would be less benef1c1a1 to

‘\

-
g 1!




éaﬁéaiiaﬁéi r & d laboratory or center. In fact, "The nation's current capability and
act1v1ty in programmatlc r & d for education relies largely on 5= 10 publicly operated

and reg'lonally governed education laboratorles and on about the same number of r & d

<

centers in major state and private un’iversitiéé" (Nétiohéi IhStitijte of Education, 1976);
If we are correct in our assumptlon; de‘velopmental programs; such as-Folow Through
7 sponsors should benefit from their affiliation W1th programmatic r & d institutions: For .
‘ - one thing, such sponsors should be able to 1deht1t7y improvements made in their program,
because of their close ties to similar ¢ & d thrusts within the host institution; and
generally speaking the Follow Through sponsors should continue to view their work as a
_
research effort rather than as a simple maihtéihEhée or 'sér’viée programs:

i
.

|
This paper attempted to determine the extent to which our assumption is true. The staff
" direector or 'p'rin”ci'p”ai investigator of four "s'p'oh"sor’s were interviewed Faﬁi of these

: Sponsors Ere afflllated with member mstntutlons of the Cotuneit for Educatlonal

Déi;;éiopment and Research (CEDaR). In the mterwews Wlth each of the directors we

sought to deterrr. fie: the extenit to whnch they i *lieve their model’s afflhatlon wi h the
host mstltutlon has enabled the sponsor (1) to beneflt from the host institution's other

major, r & d thrusts- and (2) remam commltted to a ngorous research and development

mode rath’e’r than be turhéd into a 'si'm”p'ié techinical assistance program for its various

] . . ¢ o : : .
. school sites.
LT . RPN ,
The models are: 4 B 7 ' ’
o ﬁespohsive Eaueatiaﬁ Model; Far West Laboratory;
o Blli'rigijél/Bllcultural Model; Southwest Educatlonal Development Laboratory,

‘o Indxv"*mlm din ;,/_ v EoarninT “Vadel; Leqrm"io' Re<earch and T)evelooment
Center, Umversrty ot Pnttsbui‘gh and

. AT




- o Cognitively Oriented Curriculum Model; High/Scope Educutlonal Research
Foundation.

An author interviewed a fif th sponsor, the Direct iﬁstr"uction Model at the finivcrsity of
' Oregon: This highly praised model was not developzd in affiliation with anr & d

institution. Consequently, it provided some comparison with the other four models:

’

s o " History éjﬁﬁﬁ Through Model Development .

. -~

-] . .
. .

)

-

\

When examining these models today, it is important to ccnsider the major events leading\

to tﬁ§ idea of model, Sponsarship af{d how they affected the models’ development. These |

: éi;iéﬁté are discussed briefly in this section or the 'p'a'p'ei- and 'd"ocumente'fi more exterks’iveiy :

in other sources (e.g., Krulee, 1973; Haney, 1877; Elmore, 1075). -
- - ',/',\'“ :

]

Follow Th>ugh was originally conceived of as a comprehensive seryice program, as-
extensive as Head Start, but intended for chifdren in grades k-3. Its broad goal was to
make schooling more effective by building on the gains theséchildren had made in Head

- Start. Consequentiy, Fbiiowf’i"ﬁrough was to have all thé féaturés of ﬁéad §tai-t-

and coordination with emstmg programs sponsored ,by local commumty agencles.z
. _ ‘ o '
‘Program planners-initially expected the program to receive an allocation of $120 'm'iiii'o'n'
to support this full range of services. But by late 1967 it became apparent that Follow T

Through would fiot receive this. antlclpated level of\\furdm The program; aiithorized

Uhdér‘ an amendment O.%Z'fi?" EéOhbhié Ozﬁo'z‘t'j'rii'tv »'\C”,* was at that time the official
.

N




‘cut the agency's budget by $200 million for 1968-69 . As a restilt, Follow Through

received only $15 million; a funding level that made it impossible to initiate a new social
o . N o
action.program on the scale originally ptanned (Haney, 1977)- X

-

b decision was made that "Follow Through —for the time bemg—':should be an experimental

. program designed to brodijéé information which jiioiiid be useful i:v'v'ﬁéﬁi tﬁé program was
expanded to nationwide setvice proportxons" (Egbert 1967 in Krulee, 1973) As Follow
Through's first director, Robert Egbert e\:plamed the program‘s funding ”appears to
depend in la:rge part on our ablhty to plan and carry through a program involving
substantial planned variations among pro;écts whlch varlatlons can’ be carefully

. evaluated in terms of the full range of Foltow Through objectlves " He added ”We are

eager to do this and are acceptmg the challenge of trymg to brmg it off desplte fearful

Cg time pressure” (Egbert 1967 in Elmore, 1975): ‘ . ) -
¥ . . o
" ‘ . \' .
In fact; the Office of Education, tﬁe agency tﬁat took over responsibility for
,adﬁiﬁistériﬁg the program, was faced w1th the Lask of turning a serv1ce—or1ented soc1a1

'actlon progam into & planned varlatlon experiment m olvm the program' 's instructional
P Xp g gre

component in time for the 1968-69 scho,ol year. It aceomplished this task by fundmg a

\

. group of model sponsors: These were organizatidns with promising; innovative

educational approaches, who implemented their model programs in different comfaunities

around the country: Of the 26 potentlal sponsors who attended planmng meetings in 1968,

s, -

group: , " T
group. : 3 “’E
- - 34 f‘
N : 75-\'5‘

Developers of High/Scope's Follow T_hrougrj‘_'m'_odei offer the following insight into the
S .
P

.
&AL .
LR i o - ¢
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sponsors' reaction to the planned variation experiment: ‘
s “ . ~ _ . #

national level, but at the sponsor level it wus mYStlfying. ‘The.

meetmg in Washington of prospectne sponsors to present their

. various orientations to curriculum: the idea that evaluation could be _

done by a third agency; the meeting in a hofel room to add Head

_Start Pilanned Variation, and the assuh‘iptlon that each sponsor had a

complete package to present—all created a feeling of Sewilderment
and even madness (Welkert and Banet, 1975).

The SpthbEé' bewilderment was Weﬂ founded. As participants at é Brookings Institution

.program and the planned variation experiment; and to the sponsors’ role had not been

resolved (Rivlin and T‘lmpane, 1975).
t

¢

‘ agreed, for examp!F that the procram's objectxves should have been elar1f1e5 to
ehmmate the competmg conceptlons of purpose that have persxsted throughout the

program's history: As Haney (1977) observes, as early as 1968 four dlfferent notlons
about the pro,czram's purpose had begun to eme: ze: , .
'y

On one hand, it" wasiqiserwce program aimed 7atipfrov1dmg . s
dxsadvantaced children with a range of educational, medical, dental b

- nutrltlonal/and social ps;ichoiomcal serv1ces. Also, it was a soc(ial

involvement. From another perspectlve, it was a planned varlatlon )

expenment designed to test alternative models of education. And at

- ~ the same time, it was also a research and development effopt *

deSIgtTed to develop and refme alternatlve models. .
. ) « A |
The implications offthese competing perceptions became apparent during a subsequent
). "

. .

national Follow Through evaluation. ,
= ‘ ’ Fab

This much discussed national evaluation, as far as the bulk of the sponsors and sites were
; , - , L.

. LT = . . et )

»
[
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-

concerned was unfalr. For one thlng, Lfocused on only a small, part of the program’s

2

total ob3ect1ves. That xs the evaluation attempted to determme the various models' v

lmpact on chlldren’s cocrmtlve and aff’ectwe development. To make matters worse, the

program elements which mariy consndereq v1tal to the overa]l lmpact of the models. As -
N

one commentator put 1t "The (eva}uatxon’s) focus on chrldren 1nstead of on parents

teachers, or other- Follow Through partlclpants mirrors the ultlmate goal of the effort—

J (Haney, 1977).

" .

The waters became even murkler the Brookln conference partlclpants agreed when

De

- ar

acqulesced under pressure to a. comparatlve evaluat)on us1ng a battery of s‘tandardiied

v

K

{ Hodges arid Sheehan, 1978) ‘ . ' ‘.

e

Y

We could say more about the évamaﬁaﬁa certainiy othérs have. It appears to be a major

watershed in the hxstory of the Fo]low Through program. Biit for our purposes, the
evaluatxon is tmportant only in the sense that it 'might have altered e1ther the purpose or

direction of the f:ve sponsors visited. Perhaps fot t60 surprlsmg, we did not fmd that the
b

o A
evaluatlon had much imnact on the snnnears! programs. Soporfsors.that appsared to .

beneflt from the evaluation, such as thezbrégon‘ team; uséd it to buttress their argument
ap DT a :
K ) : - <o g -
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about their program" 'S effectlveness ‘Other sponsors/dlscussed it in terms of 1ts percelved

-

ne”'tlve 1mpact on the overall proo'ram That is; several sponso-s felt the evaluatlon was

—————————————————————— .

effectlveness of their approach o

(

- -
’ ) - o
. B < ™
‘y £

The evaluatlon d1d serve to pomt out some of the unrealistic expectatlons helcrby many
- ’ -
Follow Through advocates. ’l‘hat is; although many of the prlnclpal ;nVestlgators were

v?ll known players in the revwal of early chlldhood egiloatlon that occurred between

1958 and 1§65 none had compietely developed a k-3 currlculum or perfected a system

for mstallmg an 1nstructlonal program in someone else's school district (Hodges, Sheehan
**‘and Carter, l§79) What is more, the Sponsors had accepted an.am bitious taSR Adopting

" the view that the school, classrdom, home, and ruommumty are a system the sponsors
7 , » o .
! de'veloped &rrlculum materlals~ classroom orgamzatlonTl systems~ traming manuals a’n’a
3 ks Ov
workshops for teachers; teachers' aldes, thelr superwsors, and sometlmes thelr prxncnpals-

N ! - -

parent ‘traxn:mr and” educatlon matermls* evalu tion procedb{‘es and 1nstruments~ and: . .

‘-

, systims for the effecﬁ%delwery, management, and mainténance of the1r modéls.
° o L ) - ,: '. t - P . .
. (O . o : X .o T ~ oo = I X

This cha‘ileng'e is partncularly strlkmg because development of such complex educatlonal

“

3
-

1ntervent10ns requ'es an eno} ous commltment of t1me, taIent and resources. Wetkart
I ' t

and Banet (1975) for example, state that "the effectlve delwery of an educational

he sponsors had the1r work cut out for them. To add to their woes, '

s

Ins mmary, then,

durlng the 12 yé 1 e sponsorf, have Workgp to dé‘velop and refine their models the
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. funding orfﬂudget cutbacks, continued confusion about purpose at the ng&tlonal level and
-persistent pressures to prove its worth ifh a series of third-party evaluation studres. /
(. 7; “ V "’ . K ) i 7: | -
g o & -\
- ‘ i '
i " Programmatic R & D Institutions

P * - T
L] '.. ~

‘ g
’ f . . ot
. . e L
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Of the fo ”r models belng examlned m this paper, two blossomed within reglonal\

educatlonal laboratorles, one thhxn a research and development center, and one within a

Y

" nonprofit educational institution. : ' S
')' : ‘ ?i - . ‘ L
S : . T . . - “ .
TN ,,,,,,;,/fj,,,,,,,;, o ,,,,,[‘,,,,,,, L o . . \ T,
The I:earning Research and Development Center was one of the first two university-

l?ased centers to be funded by #the federal government under authority of the Cooperatnvef

Research Actl The P1ttsburgh Center orlglnated in 1966- eventually 11 were
[
estaﬁhshed Each of these' centeﬁ was to assemble a critical mass of researchers and
»

supportlng techmcans to addfess a ma]or progLem area in education. The P1ttsburgh

Genter, to}a lphrase its mlssmn, s%ght to ad\_ress problZ% ahd challenges re1at1ng o

Pd -
the eﬂucatlm of young‘chlldren. From the begmnmg' the cen&{:s_ work evolved around
»"individualized learn;ng;"_ Although the Center op, rated numerous, programs with .

different funding soyrges, they all served to reinforce one another and the-individyalized

loarmng focus. Consequently, it comas as no surprlse that when the natlonal Follow

R
: Through program berran, the Plttsburgh Center had 1ts "Indwndualnzed Early Learmng
- 5
Meodel" selected as a model. . .
[ ‘ ‘ L c S
g : | - o h :
The laboratories were creatéd urider somewhat different circumstances than the
EE R SN l s S B
. denters. The-tenters were establishad haeaués the federal wovernment bakaved a
i . s . -

ciitical mass-of researchers coyld bettgr develop uﬁ‘mg _rﬁew knowledge than could
- ) . g v
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. ; . .' . _ ) . R
researchers working in isolation from one annther. R - )
.,‘; ) . - o
The laboratorles on the other hand; were created to r'c mere than ]ust research In fact,

A} [ 4 ihd ]
these geographxealiy dxstrlbuted mstxtutlons were to be "fulbservnce"’r & d 1nstltutlons

They were to conduct research where needed, and to develop and aslst schools in

v

s/t o

o~

L 4
mstalhng new learmng programs. Aﬁ this work, though was to result from an .

assessment of the partxcular needs of each laboxatory's geogaphlcal regioﬂ

. - , . . . . ) \/
During the mtd—60s a cr:tlcal educatlonal need in the Southwest evolved agound the 1ssue

-

of Bilingual Educatxon. Effectxve, validated Lilingual currnculum programs, teacher

. handbooks, and par nt -community materials were esserl‘tlally nonexnstent. Consequently,

-

. the Southwest Eg&:atlonal Development Laboratpry accepted bilingual educatlon as an

mstltutlonal c“haﬂenge. Agaln, the National Fouow Throufrh Prog'ram turned to the

Aust‘ln-based laboratory for a blllngual/blcultur'al model.

e - Lo . e P
Meanwhile, on the West Coast, Far West Labogatory wgs developing a national as-well as

regional E{:utétioﬁ for its work in early childhood Aucation. Building on the ert..er

work of its prlncxpal mvestlgator in th1s aresd, Far West Laboratory was operatmg a host
™~

of~ early chxldhood programs when the Natlona1 Follow Through Program came along It
then became one more Way for the laboratory to “build its resources, personnél and

rograms m the early chlldhdod field. That 1s, Follow.’l‘hrough further enhanced an

already thrlvmg effort to assnst educatlonally dlsadvantaged éirl‘dren. S e

- L
.

/ oY |
.The ngh/Scope Researeh\ Foundatlon ne1ther a laboratory rior & center. In fact it d1d

(53

-

.

Consequontlv, it alone 'wmncr the host institutions b ' cr'dlswesé‘ﬁl thls paner owes 1t's
. L

or1g1nc to the Follo.v Through effortt The two, laboratorles and the one ﬁenter in other _



words, were doing effectlve early childhood rcsem'ch and development work before
Foﬂow Through And even w1thout thxs new program the institutions undoubtedly would

have found ways to lnstall their mstructnonal programs in schools. High/Sco e, on the
g 55 P

without the impetus provided by its 1n1t1al Follow Through program. ‘
, ’ L SR
L3 - X ) - . A i . N . N

Despite its separate origins, ﬁi’ah/s'c'o'b'e cioes share ohe characteristic i-nié'o'm”mon with
the r éc d cepiter and the two labs all four 1nst1tutlons are cé‘lmltted to programmatlc r

‘ & d. As an approach program matlc r&dis relat1vely new and currently, only a smﬁl

number of 1nst1tutlons besides the labs and centers utlhze it (Frankel et ak; 1979)

¢

5 . . . . . . . . ’ . . N .; .

Now many models, both within the mstxtutlons visited as well as within other umversmes o

o

or nonproflts wotld argue that they followed a procrrammatlc approach throughout thexr; '

]

devélopm’ent And they undoubtedly are correct @ut a dlfference exists; we beheve,
.

the enterprise. , ‘ ' - Z-T\

- We have already said ‘hat a programmatxc effort such as an xndlvxduai Follow Through

. b b

spon’ors spent consxderable t1me and expense developlng a model. These models; then;

were tested in classroom settxngs And recently Resource Oenters funded at some of
I / -

these classrooim settlngs have been. worklng with the sponsors at; dlss’ﬁna;tbrgg the

"""" ]

models to new sites.., - IR A ‘,4 . ]

+

' 4







programmatic approach without being within a programmatic r & d iﬁéﬁﬁiiiéﬁ;. Our
examination of-tha Univensity of Oregon spbnsbi- ééiiaihl’j confirmed to us that such a
deVelopmental process can be undertaken in 1solat10n from a fnendly, supportlve

-ergamzatxonal settmg. ~ ' . ¥

- - -

Consequently, for the sake of this paper we visited five separate Follow fhr’oﬁgh sponsors
and vigited in each Eaéé with Eh’eir current principal investigator or staff dir;e;cfbr.. We
asked questions that would enable us to make some assumptions about the host

Lihé/f(ifiiﬁéh’é 3éﬁiiiﬁhiions to the 'pregram. The questions attempted to generaté answers
regardmg the host institution's record of (1) encouraging the sharmg of additional t

-

Through program° and (2) encouragmg the Follow Through staff to continue v1ew1ng their

model as a research and development program rather than a _31mple service effort. .

q)l

¢

Plttsburgh Center, and the Austin labbratbry—, maintained that the prdgrémmétié
emphasis of their nost institutions contribute¢ 1y the success of theu‘ programs. 'I‘he v

- director of the model at Far West Laboratory said that at one time the parent 1nst1tut10n

'-t'oward the Follow Thr’o”ug'h 'p'r'o'g'rém. Instead of béihg continied as a research and
development effort, it became a service program t#ts varlous school sites. The flfth

model located at *he Un1ver81ty of Oregon never had an afflllatlon w1th a programmatlc v

unit at its host unLver31ty

*
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Impact of Model Affiliation with Progtammatic R&D Institutions

p

¢ : . .
Programmatic r&d's impact on the development of FoliowmFhrough models was most -
/direct in §éf’tiﬁ’g§ﬁiiﬁ the féliébkiiﬁéééﬁéi-ééféﬁéi'iéé; First, the host institution's
structure; a produc't of 1ts procrrammatlc forus, faciliteted cross—program cooperation,
- and sh&nng of mformatlon and approaches. In ail cases, other proyects and their staff
contrlbuted currlculum matenals, trammg procedures, classrcom rout\mes, and theory
that were anorpomted and refined in ;he Follow Through models. Second the model
itself was a central thrust of the host mstltution. That is, each of these models were
logical extensions of the iﬁéﬁiﬁiiéh‘é approaches to educating children and in each case
Follow 'i’ﬁi&iig?h was one of the institution's major programs. Third, each Follow Through
program was conceived of a5 a resedfoh effort that would benefit from i'np"u't and

-there was considerable continuity in leadership W!th},r)ﬁhe Follow Through program or

within the host institution so that the model's development was not interrupted or

changed midstream:

These attributes characterize the settings of three of the Follow Through models—the

" High/Scope's Cognitively Oriented Currieulum Model, SEDL's Bilingual/Bicuitural Model,
and the Pittsburgh Center's Individualized Early Learning Model. These attributes at one

time alss’eharacterized the Responsive Education Mode of the Far West Laboratory.
But they never characterized our companion m@déi, the Direct Instruction Model at the

‘University of Oregon. - ' ' ' ;

Y
LAY
v
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The Cogrititely Oriented Curriculum Model

L

?ﬁééor&iﬁé to Charles Hohmann, director o'f"th'é High/Scope's Follow Through

program, there is a close assoc1atlon between the Foundatlon's r&d focus and its Follow
'Th”'rough model, the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum. As Hohmano said, "Follow Through
was a bold initiative that gave High/Scope's work a place to flourish:" In fact, F%

— Through func%s made possmle the creation of High/Scope in 1970. Within this ﬁoﬁbrofit

orgamzatlon David Welkert and his associates were able to test and refine the theory and

r&d base underlying their work: ard hence the Follow Through model;

According to Weikert and Banet, a cohesive cognitive curriculum began to emerge at the

end g‘fxve years of r&d. They state that during this time "the model had grown from an

assumption that theory could automatically be transferred to practlce in the classroom
to include dlfferent classroom operatlons and new teaching materials, and finally a

-
restruqturu*" of the classroom and the routir =" (Weikert and Banet 1975).

The Follow Through Model has its roots in the preschool work of Dav1d Weikart and his

colleagues who, in the early 1960'5, established a successful experlmental preschool

A .
program for disadvantaged preschool children—the P,.grry Preschool E;ro']ect——m Ypsilanti,
R N L .

_ o _ I _ R . I ,,‘, L
. As Hohmann recounted, "In 1968 as Weikert and his group began work on the development

of a Follow Through model, they turned to their preschool experience as a starting

point. és’ a first step in developing the model, they adopted existing preschool materials

and extended the preschool curricultn’s roul sequences to crades k=3, Until 1976, in
- » ty

«




fact, when the major portlon of the deve10pme it WO[‘r.( was f*ompleted there was a very q

close association between High/Scope's 'p"re”séhdb’l department and the Follow ’Ijﬁi-auéﬁ .

project.” |
| l’, . B | . : ‘ 3' i

Charactenstlcs of this oncrmal version of fthe Cogn'txvely Grlented Preschool Curriculum

;fOCUSlng on the development of intellectual Drocesses and an operatlonal orgamzatlon
mvolvmg team teachlng, currlculum superwsxon, a rratenais-rlc‘! classroom settm daxly

teacher planmng around specnflc mteHeetuai goals; and weekly home visits" (Hohmann,

-

1976). | , o .

The approach to educating children embodied in this original curriculum guided the

developm ent of thie Follow Through mode! as well as other programmatlc efforts at

ngh/Scope Educatlonal Research Foundation: ? »

One of the primary mehtods Used by High/Scope - taff to install the curriculum *2
classrooms was through workshops designed to acquaint teacners with Piaget's
developmental concepts: Héﬁiﬁé_ﬁﬁ characterizes this period in the bbégfamis
development as its "religious” phase: Tﬁévf is, Folow Through staff assumed that
teachers could develop their own brogram using these developmental ideas &s a starting

point.

Although this approach had worked in the controlled preschool experiments, experience
at the elementary level soon showed that the workshops dld not adequately prepare
teachers to implement these ideas in their classrooms. Teachers were Slm'p'l}v unable to

translate the theory into tenching behmvior and a system for ¢lassrooin oroanization.
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They needed more explicit directions and snedific materials. and actig{ities.
7 ; D <

In response to ‘these concerns, the program thei entared what Hohmann calls its "black

- book" phase. That is, High/Scope staff reviewed commercially available clementary

curriculum materials and produced the "Black Book", a handbook that lifted goal

commercial materials. These materials wers viewsd as-vehicles that Would provide the
children with training in the basic cognitive areas incorporated into the curriculum (6.3
class, series, number, space, and time), as well as providing for language aég‘elaptﬁéﬁté' .,
Furthermore, they pfbﬁdéd.téééhéi‘s with intact programs they cold 'p'mé into fth’é;i;.
classroom routine. |

High/Sébbé staff's studies of the program's operation in classrooms soon revealed,
however; that the classroom routine of most tegchers was not what they had hoped it

would be. : _ : . )

. : T M o e e
the past although they used more small group instruction. Most activities were teacher-
initiated and students were the passive recipients of lessons from adults. Although

children manipulated materials and moved around the classroom, thé activities they

engaged in were designed by adults.".

- -

o &

active learnign experiences for children where they were involved in independent work of

A P L. S ,l,,,,,,,,, e
their own desioen. A= Mnhmann notes; "Wo insisted thet the dnilv routine include; in -
addition to small-group instruction; a period in which children could make plians to work

]

BEST {0V {CTHLABLE D . -

17



3\

S T T
independently in a'ctivity cernters an'd that 'B‘S!?is’ Ue followed by 4 'p'erﬁ'o’d of réflé’cti'ori,

\:f

kS
E]

This p’ié'nnihg-—work-repi-esentation—evaiuatibn cycie was first a 'p'art of the 'p't-eschb’oi,

\mdependently on activities Q_f thelriown choosmg, leSSﬁnS were planned in such a way

that Shildren worked with concrete matérisls, and they were encouraged to share their’
experienices with their classmates.

\ : : I g - <

- . AY o
In addltuon, the idea of actlve learnmg was reinfor ced throuvh the Staff Trammg and

Currlculum Developm ent 7Center (TDC); the prgject's own trammg and development
classroom in Whiéh 'p't'dgi‘é'rﬁ staff tested curriculum i'db'és that were being presented in
the field The classro\?m's teachmg staff had taug‘ht in thé Ypsﬂantl Preschool

]}monstratlon Pro;ect where the dally schediile included mdependent work in aet1v1ty

centers. -

»

‘Active iéarhiﬁg 'm'é'cié an x‘m"p'drt'aﬁt contribution to the model's évciiuti'on' f'o'r it in'tégiatéa,

. commercial materials and the cognitlve goals had not been mtegrated in an operatloﬁél

déy:tbidéy classroom deSig‘ﬁ. It also created created the need for a new éb[if'bééh to

teachers develop competencnes that were in hne w1th the clasor' om's n{w c‘haractenstlcs

»

and procedures.

feedback from the program's seven sites. As Hohmann said, "The model s developed

v
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elementary demonstratlon classrooms arid thexr teachers It is above all a- reallty-based

model that 1s responsWe to for'ces in the schools:".

FH{ ;hﬁq’ry\
! T o
'~ .
- |
The Bilingual/Bicultural Model . : . s ,
;] . ‘ " .'; : ‘. . s T -

i LI

Like High/Scope's Cognitively Oriented Curricultim; the Bilingual/Bicultural médel

* program was the product of long-term development and was influended heavily be the
programmattc r&d of its host mstltutlon-—the Southwest Educatlonal Development
Laboratory (SEBE) In fact; as program llterature explams Wthe SEDL Follow Through

Model mcorporates products of the laboratory's maJBr developmental pr.ograms." Each-of Do

¢ .-
L

these programs, ‘like the Blhngual/Brcultural model,, reflect the laboratorys overall
pommttment to "desﬁnlng instructional p programs for low income or c\\turally d1fferent

ehtldren;" 3. ice its creation, "SEDL has focused on currlculum development staff

development and parent. 1nvolvement efforts which acknowledge the 1mportance of the’

v

home in & child's learning." (SEDL brochure).

The resources other laboratory programs prov1ded SEDL’S Follow Through staff were

-

espec1a11y valuable m view of the pressure to put Follow Through 1nto SChools qulcklv and i

r M ‘ o

the 11m1ted funds avallable for the major effort needed to develop a comprehensxve

educatlonal model Accordlng to Preston Kronkosky, the program's dxrector "Throughout

the hlstory of the SEDL Follow Through program nearly all the Foll’ow Through funds

Ik

supported imnlementation rather than elc,v.m]o,mmnt ol pr a romomoteridlsst oo
pp t " i N N (S
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In fact, when program staff determined tiie mndel was not uddressing a particular .
7 : ’

J
materials wmh' funds they had carefully budgeted or they sought as’sxs’t'ance from ch’er

léBofetory programs. On still other Occ@lé they would seek outside funding sources.

.

I4 - \ir
‘were never completed. In lieu of a complete tm"d grade curneulum SEDL staff-

developed guidelines th’ird grade teachers cqﬁd e Yith Commel‘cw.l 'm"atenals.

I

\When pressure mounted in 1968-69 to 1mplemenf Follow Through in schools SEDL like
other sponsorf, d1d not have a fully developed model although the basnc outhne of the
- model's blhngual component was in place. Development beg%l inathe m1d-1960's when

~ staff who had stanted work on & bilin’gua'l educs tion model for San An’to’n’i'o’ Public Schools

Through si tes.

- L .

‘ ’shoWed that the materlals were fiot producmg the desired results and the stllljdevelopmg
prorrrnm Areded M"sib ot antial revision,” Tn rnvmnrr thin w"offmrn Tollow Throiizh staff
turried to résources Withih thé mboratory, révnm'p'éd the 'p'r'o rain qunckly, and mtroduceH\ '

B | . A
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a much more comprehensive model into schools during the following school year.

[}

Two of the program's new cam'ponénts t@re;déve'lo[)éd by other pioéra%}s 'w'iiﬁin the

iﬁsaiaf&’y; That is, SEDL's Early Childhood Profrram was-responsibie for Bxlmrrual and
English kmdergarten materials and their parental mvolvement and staff development
components and the laboratorys Socxal Educatlon Program develooed the program's

multlcultural social educatxon or social studies progra'm.

7 ;-

'-VI%Aééording to Kronkosky, "One of the.faétors cfntrlbutmg to the commyinication and

. . ,

exchange across programs was a reorgamzatlon within the laboratory where various

program directors reported to & central admmxstrator responsnble for planmng and

Educatlon and Mathematics/Science Educatlon——mto two Iearmng systems, Early

Chudhood and Early Elementary Educatron. A maJor mstltutxonal thrust then, was
learning sysfc ns" (SEDL 1972) As K ronkosky ubserves, "The programs began to talk co :

~
each other. They also follwed ‘the same lahoratory-wide gu1delmes for developmg and

P

i .
N

«Even when the laboratory adopted a more decentralized structure under a new execut:ve
director, Kronkosky reports that the Folow Through program could still draw on the '
fesources of the laboratory's other | programs and frequently did so. This includes staff
expertxse materials and products from specific programs as well as t%’chniéal expertlse
from laboratory medla and graphics experts who assisted in developmg and producmg

Jre

many of the Follow ’T‘hronﬂ;h nroTram's merdia=hased materin®;, /
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"By 1975"; Kronkosky notes; "the Follow Through curriculum and its staff development
and parent involvement c8mponents were as complete as possible giver the limited funds

available for curriculum development." The ;ﬁoaél’ that had evolved over seveg years was

-~ 3 7

the end result of input from other programs across the laboratory. Although these funds

supported part of the development and refinement of program components, the
- ~

¥

. kindergarten and social education materials, were developed as 'p'art of the laboratory's >

ongomg procrrammatlc r&d. By incorporating them lnto the Follow Through model, the

-~

program was strengthened and became the kmd of comprehenswe educational program

- : ] ;
€. . .. .
.

1ts developers envisioned. _

.Long before the National Fouow Through program came along the researchers at the

/ -
A o
University of P1ttsourgh’s‘L’earmng Research ard Jevelopment Cefiter (LRDC) Wére
putting together a new instructional program. The apﬁro ch was based on the asumptlon

that ". . . sehooling should respect the lnd1v1dual dlfferences among chlldren and adapt to

,thelr varying states of‘knowle’dge and development " Based on'this bélief, the center

. staff analyzed school sub]ects and specified a set of 1nstructlona1 objectlves that they

thought klds in grades K- 3 should be able to master (LRD(E brochure)

°
. v

" Their- "adaptlve educatton" program had already gone through sma]l-scale pllot tests in

thtsburrrh clﬂ. STenoms, Thc T’o!‘.. s Then nroIram, ther, gave t_hc researehiors an

R

opportumty to expand their instriictjonat coimponents into ", .. rcullstlc school settlngs

DL)
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with a variety of ethnocultural characterysties:" (LRDC Hrochure). .
Al j - ;~
N

But the center staff didn't move too qulcklv. Desplte presﬁlre from the federalG

government the researchels fvanted to insure that thelr new lnstructlonal components

did what they were developed to do: Consequently, the center’ only picked up one élte
, . e

) J S I LY oo oo o
=<the first year, added two more the foilowing year, ohe the year aftér, and threé‘th rnéXt

7

: the program. The model’s first director was Lauren Resr 1ck now co—dlrector of the

-year: Altogether; the. Center was working with seven sites. The number was later c"t to '

six followlng the latest reduttion in fundlng.

v ’ e
; ' - : 5. . <

As in other models the leadershlp has Femamed re‘latlvely unchanged over the hxstory of

3

Cente‘} Although not d1rec‘ly on thei Follow Through program, her réséarch comtinued to

contribute t(l) the model's evolution lofig after her name was no longer ass7e|ated with it

¥ L .

. 5 N h N
The current director; Margaret Wong; was iﬁhﬂ{director of evaluation for the

[)roject. She and 'Resmck both left the program after about three years. _At about the
same time federal Lundlng leveled off and the Httsburgh developers like thexr RN .

counterparts in other models became morg concerned with malntalnxng thear sites than'

the{id in mtroducmg more \nnovatlons to the”"&Wong returned though to 1n1t1ate a

-new research effort de51gned to learn why some sites were more capable thar others in .

their adherance to the program's objec’tT//e's and materials: c _ i
; - . , 4 .
2 ' - Y )

Acéordmg to Wang, the Center has always conceived of the progra"

I

effort- "For the first two or three years we were busy 1mplement1ng our new.
irfstructional approach whlle we we[e also, discovering ways of working with the scpgol

adm’inhtrnhr 3. mv')l vinots wenni cud toaoning the childrcn"," l\’ E rrn«, on. Aind it

~.

became a S"erio'u':‘\ research p‘Q)‘gmm ngam when we decided to look at—our sntes carefully
, . , | s 7

BES: Gor .’z ¥ .lq.BLE\
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and lemwhy some classrooms were having ‘rroubie 1mplementmcr the proéram as It was
. § S
~ intended!" - - S Co .

- Because of the research orientation, the Center attempted to get a mix-of ‘sites to, work
" '
[ - with. Schools‘ for example, were in both rural and mban settings.

As Wz’mg bb@erves’,-“We went after a mix, because we we'r'é using & research é;}{)raééﬁf not-

»

a service notﬁh. We wanted to see how adaptwe education wgsuld work with children ‘of

} alfferent backgrounds We wef‘i', also interested in leafnmg how difficult it would be to
’ -

rrr"‘tam such sntes a great dlstance from the Center.”

o',"’\ -

- -

left the mtty gritty," explams Wang "l;t’s dlfflCult to da good research and ‘manage at

fh me time. And we both ivere deveropmg a more comprehennge learmng program.

Bes1des, at thlS polrit in"the program the pomt at thch we leftm sites were in greater

need of techmcal a$lstance and ser\nce\than they were more: research " o

LA .
- ‘ : : .o e

All along, though, the Follow Through staff, aided by their colleagues throughout the

~ Center,Were continuing to develop instructional ideas, components; and,procedures.

\ - " \

’ ,

-
P

-~

"These W- re nstalled at the sntes when jwe thou ht the mstructlonal components were —
ik =

X, !
"'ready and the clasrooms were ready for thern," says Wang "In fact, for the first te

-

year§\, I wotild classnfy our work with the sites as a ’developmental,stage;-'. It has J’ust been
7 o - a . e R - ~

-~

thhm\thé past three years that 'they] have experienced much stability."

'/52

-
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- /,: o . : | : g
_ began this s}&e of her research; Wang found few of the 180 classrooms invelved in the
3 prog-ram were usmo' the modei as it was initially mtroduced to them. Concurrently,

h ~.

reSearch belng done at I:RBC aand other places had. taught the r & d commun:lty much

=t about the—manner in wmcH 'afschool or even a classroom ad0pts an innovation. Based on
,that work;, then, Wang and her coiieao‘ues attempted to 1dent1fy the factors affectlng
successful adaptation and then 16 work with the sites in 1mprov1ng their performance. As

: . she notes; "In two years tlme, we got thxngs changed around ‘Now 0nlyr ‘atout 20 of the
classrooms do not have a hxgh degree of 1mp1ementatlon."

- -~

Waﬁg,’stié'ssés that & lot of 'the techniques used by her staff to improve the Center's

Fouow Through sxtes came from work being done by her colleagues. In fact, when
7
* pressed, she will admlt that all along the model has been greatly gided by work done

elsewhere in the Center.; Even durmg the cutbacks in funding, Wang mamtalned that

o N

LRDC's heavy research orientation ensured that it would be the last aSpect of the

21

'program cut. BeSIdest in hard times other progréms with a dxfferent sponsor but a

similar research thrust frequently éama»&e tapped for hoth ideas and personnel. ""We
4

borrowed whe. e we cor;ld to contmue our re~aarch and strengthen our model," accordmg.,_

N -
) : R . -
. .

to Wang

5 _ . E ,
' The Responsive Education Model |
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of the other models. .

N
3

Whlle there has been con31derab1e exchange of 1deas and commumcatlon between :

,
7,.

1nd1v1dua1 progects thhm this program mahc strand "there is, httle or no 1nteractlon thh

b

© staff and proga}ns across the 1nst1tutlon" accordlng to Fouow Through director,
Franclone Lewns Even more 1mportant the programmatlc strand tha,t mcludes Follow

N Through was constructed through the eff rts of one. Far West Laboratory staff member,

fact that had con51derab1e consequence fo’

architect left the laboratory. |
c i e P 0

; N .
'The Responswe Educatlon program had its orlgm ina preschool program for low 1ncomet

Spamsh-Amerlcan children. The program's dxr\.\etor joined the Iaboratory’s 't ff in 4967 as :
head.,et its Early Chrldhood Dlwagn which housed Follow Through, Head Start and other
[ - e

programs whose products were mcorporated 1nto\ these compensatory programs.
\ .

} ‘ programs As Hemphlll states, "It is fair to say that the Dlvxsmn director "had a clear_

' conceptuahzatxon of responsnve education before commg to the laboratory Wxthxn Far
' \

. West Laboratory's-brganizational structure he was \vab'le to.initiate a number of related
'evolution and refinement."

..  projects that contributed to responsive education's

b/ i
Thj preschool currlculum known as the ew Nursery Sohool, was an mdepencjent

reseneel) and d(' Resteition rch(}ol ”1 it opﬂnn(] in ¢ T’mr‘v "‘olomdo under tha' nvlsmon"

'o't”‘th"e Colorado State Univeesity. ’I‘he.progrmﬁ was Ib'ullt oii the pr'r:mis”e that the ;school

T R o AR
ey Ty A M ~

N
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enwronment should be desinged to resnond to the learner and that ‘the cixrrlculum should

~ - ’»,‘ ) 'J. L ~
lnclude many different kinds of se;f-rew g activities: ledren attended the nursery

7

_ school tree hours a day ang] spent up to twenty "nmutes oer day in 'Lan autohtlc responswe.

environment"; an enwronment in which actlvmes were self—rewardmg and were done for

their own sake. They were not undertakeh to obtain rewards or tq aVold pumshments

that had no inherent connectlon with the activity (Nimnicht, 1970; Nmmlcht et al 1966)

One of' the major self-rewarding activities in the ﬁdréérji §éhoﬁi@-p§6§raﬁ was thé
"responswe -environment booth" in whlc‘x a child would play wuh &n electrlc typewnter ]

LIS A 4 . ‘S

under adult supervnsmn, E$ent1ally the ‘ehiid would provnde instruetion and feedback as
- ‘thé child played with the typewrlter and moved from exploratmn through matchmg and

dlscrlmmatlo to‘productlon of orlgmal sentences. These booths were a less ex-penswe

v

e versmn of O K Moore's computerlzed "talklng" fypewrlter. ' r

- ‘ v . . N - - . R
b . . * . ., . ; ) ,

The program combired Moore's responsive education’ concepts with Deutseh's enriched
- -, nursery school program for economicaiiy and socially deprived children and incorporated
. Some techmqu’éé attributed to Montessom (Ninmicht et al., 1966). Its bastc teatures,

mcludmg 1ts general approach to educatlon and soeclflc aétlvntles, such as responswe
, SV S

typmg b?oths were 1ncorporated mto the laboratory's Follow Through program In

addition, the program mcluded educatlonal toys either desizned or evaluated by

.‘ J, - -Iﬁ_b'drétory staff, ’deyeloped a§ part of the Early -Chrldhood D\msnon’s Child-Parent ifoy :
. i,ii;rary.proéram, amd a series of episodes, or *ca_ucationai games toa’ccom‘pany the toys.
T As the model continued to develop, however, the role of these materlals and actlvmes <
s was modlfied That ts, while the staff re'm'ai'ned commltte:‘l to the notion of responsive
eour-atlon, its ormmtor and Follo'v Throuzhi pt:o;ram’a prinzipal ihVe;ti?Ifit'or; l'ef't the
iab’pratbrg in 19733 His-rééighati‘oh broke tiie cofztinuity of the divisionis work and its

N X
;
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programmatlc foctxs. Aceordmg to Lew1s, ‘“Vhen the director left the laboratory, the !

thrust and conceptuahzatton of the responsive education program also. left" (Lewtls,

1980). At about the same time; other programs thhm the Early Chlldhood Division whi'c’h .

had contributed to the Follow Throuerh model also ended:

kY

J -
- More 1mportant1y, since 1973 the model has been eoneexved to an 1ncreasmg extent a

comprehensive service program rather than an r&d program. When the other r&:d
projects which had contrlbuted materials and processes to the model ended, they were,
| 1' neverrre'p’iaced with f)béj'éété with the samé commitment to or focus on responsive
| education. Consequently, Follow Through remains the only major effort within the
programmatic thread and over the years, program staff have reduced the program's focus

on learning eplsodes, deleted the typing booths and trxed to bmld more probiem solvmg

experiences into the cun'lc_ulum. S u '

Y

N\

* Direct *nstrugtion Model -

s f
5 .. 5 ; ' ]
.The fifth model exammed is the Dlrect Instructlon Modetl at the. UmverSIty of Oregon.

)
"It emphasnzes the use of small-group, face—to—face mstructlon by teaehers and atdes

ugmg carefully sequenced lessons in reading, arithmetic, and language. The propramsei;e

fiow piiblished under the trade name DISTAR." (Becker and Carnine, in press):

In addition to its gther attributes, the Direct Instruction model gained considerable
Hotoriety when a national Fallow Throush evaluation ifentified it as the "most efleeti
of the models. Heavy criticism of the evaluation, though, has tended to pale, thé claims

B
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made for the Oregon model by its developers.

-

Douglas W. Carning, director of the Oregon Follow Through model, has been with it since
its inception at the Umversxty of Ilhnors The model itself flows from an earlier

preschool approach developed by Bererter-Engelmann Engle*nann teamed then with
Wesley C Becker in the: development of the Follow Through Model The instructional
' component of the preschool program, DISTAR, was then 1mplemented in the Follow

Through sntes. ' ' "2 vh,? .

The reason the deﬁeiopers left Minois for Oregon; according to Carnine; was to enable
them to continue their programmatic focus: _That is;, much of the instructional -
component was essentially-done prior to the beginning of Foliow Through. Nevertheless;
the devélopers needed to find ways o improve the way teachers utilizéd the program

| Consequently, nearly 20 professional made the move to ’O’rég’on:'vrith the broéramig o
directors. Several of these, including Carnine, were graduate s‘tudents at the time. .
Oregon wasn’t all that hosp1tab1e to the Follow Through group Carmne remembers those
'days we].l ”At the time theé (College of Educatlon) faculty were blg on the chlld- o -
“gentered apprpach. They were not fans of ours at all." ' A

Carnine nevertheless said the university affiliation helped the program. "It gav. us a
way to explain to our sites why things had to be done a certain way. "Also, the university -
environment gave our field people a chance to mingle with people of their own
backgrounds and tfain'iﬁg; - Constarit éxposuré to-the sites would ofherwise have .

overwhelmed them. "But Carni is ..... :to a('d that intclleatual éti:n"*'itinn e



"None at all,"" he said firmly. "We were pretty much alone (on the university campus;

Carnine explained, "except for the far-out behavior-modification folks." -

_The model, though, certainly was programmatic. '.ili;i{ﬁéi.jg;ﬁ the basic theory iiii&é[-iﬁﬁé
the program remained unchanged, the component piéééé went through numerous
alterations: Most of these changes resulted from féé_&Bééi{béééi’éé&. from the
cooperating sites. Eut the changes seem to have occurred primarily in the early days of .
the p'r'o’;gram; DISTAR, said Cérni’n’e; was ihrodgh two cycles of development, field test,
and revision before Follow Thrbixgh came into Being; During the first year of Follow |
fhroug‘h it was introduced into 22 sites. Later, afiei: the model moved to Oreg'o'r;,

. -
P

~ After that, observed Carnine, the program was complete except for slight modifications
" in the training and general preparation of the DISTAR teachers and teacher aides. Since
‘the early revision, it now appears that the Oregon sponsor has been primarily interested

in ensuring the spread of the commer_cia.l;l{\qistributéd DISTAR program.
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Conelusion

-
- .

This paper was wrltten to advise NIE about the feasxblllty of creatmg new Follow
Through programs within self-described prcgrarnmatjxc r&d institutions. We attempted to
determine if such institutions provide the current spoﬁsoré with any "extras," any
benefits that could fot normally be expected from an affiliation with a regular host

‘ihétituﬁbﬁ.

Based on our aamittétiiy limited safiple of five, we conclude that sponsors do benefit :

from affiliation w1th r&d institutions havmg a strong commltmen* to programmatlc ’

T

r&d. V? also found though, that other factors -appear to be as nnportant as the host
Jinstitiit on'_s focus. . S ' ) 5' ' -

." s

For examl.'e, any long-term programmatic efforr is 'énhancéd when it experieri ss lo&‘

staff turnover, partxcularly at the semor sc1enﬂ§t level.

xnvestlgators. And yet the turnovers do fot appear to have had a negatlve 1mpact on foUr
of the programs. In these four mstltutlom though the turnover Was smooth and in all

'

cases appears to have *foliowed a lomcal successxon. ‘

‘,

For example, the Pittsburgh sponsor had its initial director promoted within the r&d -

center. The current director, thotigh; was the sponsor's first director of evaluation.
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- Other sponsors have similar experiences. At High/Scope; for example; the current
.,, i e ,,,,,,‘, ,j,,,",i,,,, e ,,,,,;;,774 el o el - ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,’ et
director has been with the program from the keginning. And the man he replaced stayed

P

on at High/Scope as its president: .

The opposite situation occurred at Far West ‘LéBorit‘éri* The [)f'oéréiﬁ'é first director
involvement in the field dwmdled And the Follow Through prog’rarn became much Ies a

" research effort than it did a service funcfron.

" The point is; even within an institution long not%rits programmatic focus,#fi isolated
5555_55 probably is not going to benefit much from the affiliation. Strength comes, as it
. did'at High/S€ope, the Austin laboratory, and the Pittéﬁuréh Center; from the collection

>

of related r&d programs interfacing, compliménting, and sharing:
We were impressed with the Oregon model: The.sponsor; though; is not affiliated with a
research institution. But if the sponsor's director is bothered by that fact, he did not
convey it .o us.

o*

Of course the model was fairly well developed before the developers ever moved West to
Oregon. Once at the University, the staff was primariiy.;interest_ed in developing teacher
o . . ) SR L ) LN

training materials to compliment the instructional program. Perhaps if t‘teh’ost college

of edueatxon had not been gomg throucrh a fanrlv rough penod of self-exammatlon at the

; more. ’I'txlay, the dlrector of the umver51ty's natmnal research CEnter and the Fol]ow
Through program director have a strong personal as Weu as professronal relatxonshlp. \

Future work mlo'ht just prove advantageous to both.

I’ R
!




models were enhanced by the presehde of fe]low researchers deyelopers, evaluators and
| disseminators. 'I‘he dlrectors at HnGh/Scope, the Austln laboratory, and thé Pittsburgh

Center all gave examples showmo how thenr model was mod1f1ed and 1mproved because of

N )

77777

” - .
program fertlhzatlon.: I L S '*

The "eommon mission" theme: also seems to explaln in part why the three sponsor

+

)

oy

. directors were willing to say that their proe'ram r?amed essentlaﬂy an r&d thrust. ’Fhat

: 1s, the r&d orlentatton of their host institutions keeps the F&}ow Through staff from .

becomlng too’1dent1ﬁed‘w1th the sites and the interests of the people,,they serve. ’

- * . . LA -
. ) . /A

Ftn&Hy, a word about resourcas Althoue'h the FoHow Through dlrectors w,ere re}uetant

- .

.

For example, each of the dxrectors elted lnstanees where the former d1rectors lent their

-

time on the prog'ram after drawmg thetr saiarles elsewhere. Gther staff w1thm the host

xnstxtutlons also ”volunteered" their time when requested: i T

In conclusion, then; we believe fuiture Follow Through models would benefit from

Ed

b

-

i

affiﬂation With institutions haifiné a reéogniiaﬁie commitment to programmatic r&d. We

o . ° . . oo
77777777777777777777777777 p - - - e R

beheve suc‘n mstltutlons although limited i nuﬁﬁér; proifiae the Follow Through

econo mlcallv dlsa;dvantao'ed vouth:

4



1:

%

e

References

N

~

Becker, W. C and Earnine; D.W: Direct instruction: an effective approach to

educational intervention with the disadvantaged and low perormers:. In Forward

M_'Eheﬁaseiouﬁmectinsmuchon, S. Engelman and W.C; Becker, in

- press.. . N

Batta, L. Qhangmg Tlmes The study of federal programs supportmg educatlonal

) |

il Fall 1980,pp 101 116: o -

Elmore, R.F. Design of the Follow ’I‘hrough egcpergment. In Planned: Variation

in Education: Shm;ld[jieﬁweﬁpﬁr_'tguﬁardeﬂ’ Ed. A.M. Rjvlin and P.M.
‘Timpane. Washingt n, D.C:: Brookmgs Institutions; 1975. o .

19.

10.

- Har. \bn, R.A. and Schutz, R.E. A new look’ at school effects from programma.xc

Hodges, W L and Sheehan, R. Follow Through as ten years of experlmentatwn‘

: Frankel J.,-and others Perform ers of Research and Research—related act1v1t1es

in the erld of Education. Bureau of Social Sclence Research Washmgton, 7: L

D C January, 1979 ED 181 041

_ Haney, W The Follow Throucrh Planned Varxatxon Experxment (MolumeJM.

of t T Cambridge,
Mass: Huron Instxtute;1977 : K R

_research and aevelofﬂ\ent In Making Change Happen. Ed. D. Mann, New York;

N.Y.: Teachers* College Press. 1978, pp. 120-149. _
7 o ;,;,7”,"”;

. Hodges, Ww.L. The worth of the Follow Through experxence. Harvard Educational

Remei«lv, 1978, pp. 128—192

Houston, J and Lee, L.

—-Schools. Ypsxlantl, Mich.: ngh/Scope Press 1980.

What have we learned" ioungcmldren, 1978 34 4-18.

: Hodges, W.L., Sheehan, R & Carter, H. Educatlonal 1nterventxon‘ the’ role of

Follow Through sponsors. Phi Delta: Kappan, 1979, 60, pp. 666 669.

'Hohm ann, C. ,A conceptual overwew of currlculum development m the

High/Seope Tduzntional: ‘? ‘," ireh T oxmdatlcn F“ 15w Throughn Projzct:
Unpublxsned manuseript; 7 3. g S L

- .Hodge;s, W:L.; Branden, A Feldman, R., Follms, J Love, J,, Rentfrow, R K " L



_‘.,

12. House, E.R., Glass, (‘.V McLean,-L.D. & Walker, D.F. No snnple answer I
eritique of the "Follow Through" evaluatlon Harvard Educatlonal Review,

1978, 48, pp. 128-192.

130 " Krulee, G.K. An Orcramzatlonal _analysis of project Foll‘ow Through Final
B 1ieport Evanston, Ml \Iorthwestern Umversnty, 1973, ED 093 446.

14. Learmng search: and Development Center LRDC Follow Through Model:
Adaptl ducatlon in Actlon ‘ . , .

15. LeW1s, F.L. The Resgonswe Education. Program Descrlgtlon San Francisco, -
-+ Calif.: Far West Labdratory, 1980, p.7. Q; i , >

- “Téa‘chers* é'o'iiege ﬁréS, ié?és pp. 1581,

.17, Natlonal Instltute of Educatlon Instltutlonal Proflles of Educatlon Laboratorles

.12 p, ED 045 207.

19. Nimnicht, G. and others. An Evaluation of nine toys and accompanying learning
eplsodes in the responsive model. parent*chlld component Berkeley, Calif.: Far
West Laboratory, 1970, 41 p. ED 045 205. v

20. Nxmmcht G P Meler J VIcZXfee, 0 and Anderson, D Fll‘St year progress

ﬁianned Varla tion in- Educatlon- Should We lee Up or Try Harder? Ed. AT M

Rivlin &P IVI Timpane, Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1975, Pp.
1-21. - _ - R o

22. Schnelder, E. J School 1mprovement is p0551ble now, really' Washmgton, D.C.:
' Councll for Educatlonal Development and Research 1979. ;

- 23. Schutz, R E Learmng about the costs and 1nstructlon about the beneflts of

Toronto, Canada, March 1978.

24. ‘: Southwest Edl;catlonal Development Laboratory. Descrlptlon of the SEDL Follow
Through Program Model; Austin, Texas: Southwest EdUcaatlonal Development ‘

I;aboratory, 1980. , , .

25. Souf‘mest Adicatisnt Mevalan et Laboratorv. The Bitingual/Bicul tual Viodel.
hl \BOHJOm IR *hld']’r il e 1S OI LILCCES (‘ Oxulqe [ i Jl ti 1\.. i Oll.\j ) I“LOUL h

£ - e S

) \ : ‘, i ‘ ‘ '. Mr-; “i‘\ci q‘x '&ju&




,- 26. Wang, M.C. Adaptlve mstructmn bu11d1ng on dlver31ty. Theory into Practlce,
1980, 19, 122-128. -

e - —

- 27. Welck K. E Educatlon al or‘gan' zations. as loosely—coupled systems.
Administration Scnenge Qurlrterw, Mareh 1978, 21; 1; 1- 19.

Elanned Varlatlon rlrnr ;dgcatlon Should ‘We Give Ug or Trv Harder? Ed. f& M.

Rivlin and P.M. Timpane. ’”ashmoton, D.C.: Brookings Institution; 1975 p.61.

' 29.  Weikart, D.P. and Hohmafn, C.F.. .irhé,High/scgpé- Coghitively Oriented
‘ Ciii'l‘iéi.ilijiﬁ 'VIbdél. In 'Vlé.kihg‘ Séhbblé 'VIbi‘é EfféctiVé' NéW Dii‘éétibhé fi‘bm

*f |







